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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment(s), filed on 12/13/2007, have been entered and made of record. Claims 
1-32, 57-85 and 89-91 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 12/13/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants assert that the amendments to claim 1 are not anticipated by Benati. The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Benati teaches the limitation, "...wherein a degree of 
subsampling is based on a complexity of calculation of the red-eye filter and on an analysis of 
meta-data information." In col. 4, lines 51-67, Benati teaches raster scanning a color bit map 
until a non-zeroed bit is encountered. Then, in col. 8, lines 40-58, Benati teaches converting 
RGB values to YCC values in order to correct the red eye phenomenon. Also, please see figs. 2- 
4 and read col. 3, lines 46-62; col. 4, lines 17-45; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 36; and col. 5, line 
38 - col. 6, line 15. Accordingly, the Examiner maintains the rejections to claims 1-32, 57-85, 
and 89-91. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1 and 57 are objected to because of the following informalities: each of claims 1 
and 57, recite the limitation, ". . .wherein a degree of subsampling is based on a complexity of 
calculation of the red-eye filter." Please change "a degree of subsampling" to "a degree of said 
subsampling". Appropriate correction is required. 
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4. Claim 57 is objected to because of the following informalities: In the Amendments to 
Claims filed 06/26/2006, claim 57 recited the limitations, "A method of filtering a red eye 
phenomenon from a digitized image comprising a multiplicity of pixels indicative of color, the 
method comprising determining whether one or more regions within a subsample representation 
of said digitized image are suspected as including red eye artifact, including analysis of meta- 
data information ." However, the Amendments to Claim 57 filed 12/13/2007 does not properly 
indicate what limitations have been added and omitted from claim 57. Appropriate correction is 
required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

6. Claims 1-12, 15-27, 30-32, 57-77, 80-85, and 89-91 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Benati et al. (U.S. Pat. #5748764). 

For claim 1, Benati discloses a digital apparatus comprising a red-eye filter for modifying 
an area within a digitized image indicative of a red-eye phenomenon based on an analysis of a 
subsample representation of selected regions of said digitized image wherein a degree of 
subsampling is based on a complexity of calculation of the red-eye filter (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, 
line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15) and on an analysis of meta-data (bit map) information 
(figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 46-62; col. 4, lines 17-45). 

For claim 2, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1, wherein the analysis is performed 
at least in part for determining said area (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 16). 
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For claim 3, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1, wherein the analysis is performed 
at least in part for determining said modifying (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 16). 

For claim 4, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1, wherein said selected regions of 
said digitized image comprise the entire image (col. 3, lines 24-45). 

For claim 5, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1, wherein said selected regions of 
said digitized image comprise multi resolution encoding of said image (col. 7, lines 8-35). Also, 
see fig. 4. 

For claim 6, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein at least one region of the 
entire image is not included among said selected regions of said image (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, 
line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21). 

For claim 7, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein said analysis is performed 
in part on a full resolution image and in part on a subsample resolution of said digital image (col. 
7, lines 8-35). Also, see fig. 4. 

For claim 8, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1 , further comprising a module for 
changing the degree of said subsampling (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21). 

For claim 9, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein said changing the degree 
of said subsampling is determined empirically (col. 4, lines 6-16). 

For claim 10, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein said changing the degree 
of said subsampling is determined based on a size of said image (col. 7, lines 8-35). 

For claim 11, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein said changing the degree 
of said subsampling is determined based on a size of selected regions of the image (col. 7, lines 
8-35). 
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For claim 12, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein said changing the degree 
of said subsampling is determined based on data obtained from the camera relating to the settings 
of the camera at the time of image capture (figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 24-62; col. 4, lines 17-45). 

For claim 15, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein said changing the degree 
of said subsampling is determined based on digitized image metadata (bit map) information (col. 
4, lines 17-45). 

For claim 16, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein said modifying the area 
is performed including the full resolution of said digital image (col. 7, lines 8-35). 

For claim 17, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 8, wherein said red-eye filter 
comprises of a plurality of sub filters (fig. 2, col. 3, lines 46-62). 

For claim 18, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 17, wherein said subsampling for 
said sub filters operating on selected regions of said image is determined by one or more of the 
image size (fig. 2, col. 3, lines 46-62; col. 7, lines 8-35), suspected as red eye region size (col. 3, 
line 63 - col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21), filter computation complexity (col. 4, 
line 51 - col. 5, line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15), empirical success rate of said sub filter 
(col. 4, lines 6-16), empirical false detection rate of said sub filter (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 
16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21), falsing probability of said sub filter (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, 
line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21), relations between said suspected regions as red eye, 
results of previous analysis of other said sub filters (col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15). 

For claim 19, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1, further comprising memory for 
saving said digitized image after applying said filter for modifying pixels as a modified image 
(col. 3, lines 24-35). 



Application/Control Number: 10/773,092 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2622 

For claim 20, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1, further comprising memory for 
saving said subsample representation of said image (col. 3, lines 24-35). 

For claim 21, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 1, wherein said subsample 
representation of selected regions of said image is determined in hardware (col. 3, lines 24-46). 

Claims 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 are method claims corresponding to method claims 5, 7, 
10, and 1 1 respectively. Therefore, claims 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 are analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 7, 8, 9, 10, and 1 1 , respectively. 

For claim 27, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 23, wherein said changing the 
degree of said subsampling is determined based on a complexity of calculation for said filter 
(col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15). 

Claims 30 -32 are apparatus claims corresponding to apparatus claims 16-18, 
respectively. Therefore, claims 30-32 are analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with 
respect to claims 16-18, respectively. 

For claim 57, Benati teaches a method of filtering a red eye phenomenon from a digitized 
image comprising a multiplicity of pixels indicative of color, the method comprising determining 
whether one or more regions within a subsample representation of said digitized image are 
suspected as including red eye artifact wherein a degree of subsampling is based on a complexity 
of calculation of the red-eye filter (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 36; col. 5, line 38 - col. 6, line 15) 
and on an analysis of meta-data (bit map) information (figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 46-62; col. 4, lines 
17-45). 



Application/Control Number: 10/773,092 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2622 

For claim 58, Benati teaches the method of claim, 57, further comprising varying a 
degree of the subsample representation for each region of said one or more regions based on said 
image (col. 3, lines 24-45). 

For claim 59, Benati teaches the method of claim 57, further comprising generating the 
subsample representation based on said image (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21). 

For claim 60, Benati teaches the method of claim 57, further comprising generating the 
subsample presentation utilizing a hardware-implemented subsampling engine (col. 3, lines 46- 
62). 

For claim 61, Benati teaches the method of claim 57, further comprising testing one or 
more regions within said subsample representation determined as including red eye artifact for 
determining any false redeye groupings (col. 3, line 63 - col. 4, line 16; col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, 
line 21). 

For claim 62, Benati teaches the method of claim 57, further comprising 

(c) associating said one or more regions within said subsample presentation of said image 
with one or more corresponding regions within said image (col. 4, line 51 - col. 5, line 21); and 

(d) modifying said one or more corresponding regions within said image (col. 7, lines 8- 

35). 

For claim 63, Benati teaches the method of claim 57, wherein the determining comprises 
analyzing meta-data information including image acquisition device-specific information (col. 4, 
lines 17-45). 
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For claim 64, Benati teaches the method of claim 57, further comprising analyzing the 
subsample representation of selected regions of said digitized image, and modifying an area 
determined to include red eye artifact (col. 3, lines 24-45). 

Claims 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76 and 77 are method claims 
corresponding to apparatus claims 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19, 20, and 21, respectively. 
Therefore, claims 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76 and 77 are analyzed and rejected 
as previously discussed with respect to claims 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19, 20, and 21, 
respectively. 

Claims 80-82 are method claims corresponding to apparatus claims 16-18, respectively. 
Therefore, claims 80-82 are analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claims 
16-18, respectively. 

For claim 83, Benati teaches the apparatus of claim 1, wherein the metadata information 
comprises image acquisition device-specific metadata (col. 4, lines 17-45). 

For claim 84, Benati teaches the apparatus of claim 83, wherein the metadata information 
comprises digitized image metadata (col. 4, lines 17-45). 

Claim 85 is a method claims corresponding to method claim 84. Therefore, claim 85 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 84. 

For claim 89, Benati teaches the method of claim 57, wherein the analyzing metadata 
information comprises analyzing digitized image meta-data (col. 4, lines 17-45). 

Claims 90-91 are method claims each corresponding to method claim 89. Therefore, 
claims 90-91 are analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 89. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

8. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jarman 
Benati et al. (U.S. Pat. #5748764) in view of DeLuca (U.S. Pat. 6407777). 

For claim 13, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 12. However, Benati does not 
expressly disclose wherein the data obtained from the camera includes an aperture setting or 
focus of the camera, or both. 

In a similar field of endeavor, DeLuca teaches wherein the data obtained from the camera 
includes an aperture setting or focus of the camera, or both (col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 4). In 
light of the teaching of DeLuca, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the apparatus of Benati with data from the camera 
including an aperture setting or focus of the camera, or both. This modification will provide 
reduction of the red-eye phenomenon in images captured with different colors, various shapes 
and at various distances thereby producing an enhanced image (DeLuca, figs. 2-7; col. 2, line 61 
- col. 3, line 45). 

For claim 14, Benati discloses the apparatus of claim 12. However, Benati does not 
expressly disclose wherein the data obtained from the camera includes the distance of the subject 
from the camera. 

In a similar field of endeavor, DeLuca teaches wherein the data obtained from the camera 
includes the distance of the subject from the camera (fig. I; col. 2, lines 21-60; col. 4, line 57 - 
col. 5, line 4). In light of the teaching of DeLuca, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the apparatus of Benati with data 
from the camera including the distance of the subject from the camera. This modification will 
provide reduction of the red-eye phenomenon in images captured with different colors, various 
shapes and at various distances thereby producing an enhanced image (DeLuca, figs. 2-7; col. 2, 
line 61 - col. 3, line 45). 

9. Claims 28 and 78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Benati 
et al. (U.S. Pat. #5748764) in view of Nicponski (U.S. Pat. 5974189). 

For claim 28, Benati teaches the method of claim 1 further comprising determining said 
subsample representation (figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 46-62; col. 4, lines 17-45). However, Benati 
does not expressly teach determining said subsample representation using spline interpolation. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Nicponski teaches determining said subsample 
representation using spline interpolation (col. 7, lines 27-31). In light of the teaching of 
Nicponski, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the method using spline interpolation in order to enable improved 
enhancement effects on the image such as shadows, glows, etc. (Nicponski, Abstract). 

Claim 78 is method claims corresponding to apparatus claim 28. Therefore, claim 78 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 28. 

10. Claims 29 and 79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Benati 
et al. (U.S. Pat. #5748764) in view of Naqvi et al. (U.S Pat. #5847714). 
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For claim 29, Benati teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising determining said 
subsample representation (figs. 2-4; col. 3, lines 46-62; col. 4, lines 17-45). However, Benati 
does not expressly teach determining said subsample representation using bi-cubic interpolation. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Naqvi teaches determining said subsample representation 
using bi-cubic interpolation (col. 5, lines 4-6). In light of the teaching of Naqvi, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method using bi-cubic interpolation in order to enable improved magnified destination image 
(Naqvi, col. 2, lines 3-5). 

Claim 79 is method claims corresponding to apparatus claim 29. Therefore, claim 79 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 29. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CARRAMAH J. QUIETT whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7316. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-5:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, NgocYen Vu can be reached on (571) 272-7320. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/C. J. QJ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2622 
March 16, 2008 



/Ngoc-Yen T. VU/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2622 



